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• Beef cow herd owners are confronted with several 
perplex ing management questions. How profitable is the 
enterprise? What resources-land, labor, feed, and capital -
are req uired per cow unit ? Would th ese resources pay 
higher returns in some alternative use? Under wha t con-
ditions and kinds of management systems are cow herds 
most suitable and profitable? 
An swe rs to question s such as these requi re up-to-
date knowledge of the requirements and expected return s 
for different kinds of operations. This bulletin offers some 
guidelines in figuring labor regu iremen ts when planning 
cow herd systems. Analyses of other capi tal requ irements 
will be developed in future publications. 
The College of Agriculture designed a special study 
in 1963 to analyze the resources used in beef cow herd 
systems in Missouri and determine the returns realized 
from them. To get on-the-fa rm data for analysis, a "Farm 
Business Research Panel for Beef Cows" was established, 
through which pre-selected cow ow ners could send in 
current data on their operations. The departments of 
Agricultural Economics, Agricultural Engineering, Animal 
Husbandry, Dairy Husbandry , and the Extension Service 
cooperated in initiating this unique research effort. 
This panel included 132 beef cow herd owners in a 
17-county area who completed records during 1963 (see 
Appendix Figure 1). Each cooperator sent in beginning 
and ending inventories as well as monthly financial, feed, 
and labor record s. One hundred and five far mers com-
pleted records in 1964 and 131 participated in 1965. The 
determinacion of resource requirements for cow herds has 
rece ived prim ary attention in the study thus far. 
This bulletin summari zes a two-year analysis (1963-
1964) of the labor resources used for the beef cow herds 
and a one-year study (1964) of the production from the 
cow herds in relation to the labor used. W e can expect 
more accurate figures to come out of thi s study in the 
future when more data is accumulated and calculations 
are based on longer peri ods of years. 
I-Iow the Study Was Conducted 
The Beef Cow Panel was set up to provide informa-
tion on six types of cow herds. It was sub-divided into 
six segments, representing two size groupings and three 
methods of handling the calves as follows: 
Herds of 35 Cows or Less 
1) Feeder calf production-calves soLd at weaning. 
2) Calves full Jed from weaning to market. 
3) 0tives weaned, wintered, gt'azed and/or full fod. 
Herds of More than 35 Cows 
1) Feeder calf production -cables sold at weaning. 
2) Calves full fed from weaning to market. 
3) Calves weaned, wintered, grazed and/or full fed. 
For thi s study, the method of handling the calves 
after weaning should not have a significant effect on the 
per cow labor requirement prior to weaning. For'this 
reason, the labor requirement for each panel segment is 
not shown for the various analyses that follow. 
The labor necessary for handling the beef cow herd 
was broken down into two main categories. These were 
chore labor and other labor. The jobs performed on a regu-
lar schedule (u~ually daily) were classed as chore labor. 
Jobs which were performed more or less as the need 
arose were classed as other labor. A reproduction of the 
labor form developed for this study is in the Appendix. 
The labor form of each cooperator was checked 
monthly, as it came in, for possible errors in entering 
figures, for missing information, and for inappropriate 
labor data. 
The data on the monthly labor forms were coded, 
Labor Summary by Jobs 
In Hours Per Cow 
On the bar graph of Figure 2, jobs 1 through 4 were 
added together to make up bar 5, which is the total chore 
labor. Jobs 6 through 14 form bar 15, which is the total 
of all the other jobs . Bars 5 (chore labor) and 15 (other 
labor) form bar 16, which is the total of all jobs. 
The average time per cow for the panel, including 
6,176 cows during 1963, was 5.95 hours, plus 0.44 hours 
for repair of buildings and fences. For 4,899 cows during 
1964, the total labor per cow was 6.04 hours. These fig-
ures seem. to give a reliabl'e average of the labor resource 
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Fig. l-Herd size and number of cooperators in each 
size range. (Each cooperator participating during both 
years of the study was counted twice.) 
punched on cards, and processed with a computer. Labor 
information reported included all time spent caring for 
the cow herd, herd bulls, unweaned calves, and replace-
ment heifers running with the cows. Figure 1 shows the 
sizes of the herds participating and the number of co-
operators in each size grouping. 
used, per cow, in the production of beef calves on cen-
tral and north Missouri farms . They present a marked 
contrast with the 20 to 40 hours per cow per year used 
in farm busines~ planning in the past . 
A study of .the labor requirements of ten cow herds 
in one Missouri county during 1961-62 indicated a yearly 
labor requirement per cow, of7.56 hours.] A Kansas study 
during 1955-57, involving 101 herds, showed 9.60 hours 
'Nola n Hesemann, Alberr R. Hagan, and G. B. Thompson, "Labor Re-
quircmcnrs for Beef Cartle Sysrems" (Unpublished bullerin manuscripr, Uni-
versity of Missouri, Co lumbia , 1965), p. 13. 
per CQW, 2 and an Indiana project from 1956 to 1959 with 
44 herds showed 7.1 hours per cow.3 
As Percent of Total Time 
Figure 3 shows a percen tage breakdown by jobs of 
the total annual average time of 6.22 hours per cow. T he 
diagram illustrates how much of the total time must be 
included in the dai ly routine. Chores took 54.2 percent 
of the time spent with the herd; other work took 45.8 
percent. 
The 54.2 percent of chore labor was, for the most 
part, done each day. For some cooperato rs, the checking 
and observing also was a daily chore. For many coopera-
tors, therefore, approx imately 75 percent of the total time 
per cow would need to be sched uled on a regular basis. 
' c. r. Bortfc1d. D~le A. Kn ight, and Gay lord J. Chi zek. I'mcliw, Peed tIIlfl 
L"bor Jiefjllireme/JIJ for Cowherdr ill Emle,." K(/IIJ(/.r. Kansas S,a re University 
Ag ricultura l Expcrimcnr Sr~rion. ilu ll erin 413, Oerober, 1959. 
"M. R. Janssen . ]Jeef Cow I'l erd C/JW fllld li e//I1'1IJ i/J SOIl/her/l Illditllltl , 
Purdue Agriculrural Expcrill1cll[ Statinn. Resc~rch Bul le' in 725. 1961. 
Job 
1. Feeding hay. 
2. Feeding slloge . 
3. Feeding grain, 
protein, e tc . .. , 
4. Watering 
5. TOla l hours to feed 
and wa ter (1 to 4) . 
6. Checki ng and ob-
serving livestock . . 
7. Veterinary work. 
B. Moving and sorting 
9. Feed hauling and 
. OB grinding . . . 
10 . Equ 1 pmen t mov i ng I 
.07 
repair and upkeep. 
11. Building and fence 
repa ir. . . 
12. Bedding and 
houling 
13. 
14. Misce ll aneous. . . 
15 . Total hours other 
lobs (6-14) .... 
16. Total hours a ll 
From Figure 3, it is obvious that any effort toward 
reducing the average time per cow should be concen-
trated on the hay and silage feeding chores and on 
checking and obsel·ving. T hese jobs required 62.4 per-
cent of the total time. 
As would be expected, abo ut 90 percent of the feed-
ing time came during the winteri ng period. Most of the 
checking and observing was done February through July 
when the cows were calving. Sorting and moving was the 
next most time co nsuming job, requiring 8 percent of 
the total time. A job not to be ove rl ooked when plan-
ning time necessary for livestock enterpr ises is the re-
pair of bui ldings and fences. In this study, 7 percent of 
the total time was spent for such repa irs. Labor used in 
constructing new fences and buildings was not included 
as th is represents long-term investments. 
Feed hauling and grinding 
Equipment mov ing , repair , 
and upkeep 1 . 1% jobs (5 and 15) .. 
1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00 
Buying and se ll ing 
6.00 All other labor 
.8% 
1 . 1% 
~ chore labor 54.2% 
1:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:1 other labor 45.8% 
Hours pcr cow 
Fig. 2-Distribution by jobs of total yearly labor re-
quirement per cow as reported by cooperators over 
a two- year period. 
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Fig. 3-Percentages of total annual labor per cow de-
voted to the various jobs. 
Seasonal Labor 
Requirement of 
Beef Cows 
Th e value of a fa rm resource may not be the same 
dur ing all seasons of the year. For exa mple, an inch of 
rain in the middle of July or the first of August may be 
worth 30 bushels of corn , while an inch of rain during 
the winter may have no value. 
The same holds true, to some extent, with the labor 
resource. It is more valuable when used on certain enter-
prises at particular times of the year than on other enter-
pri ses at o ther times. 
For thi s reason, farm managers may find Figure 4 
hel pful in amici pating the seaso nal labor distribution 
w ith a beef cow enterprise. Over the two-year study pe-
riod, almo st 70 p ercent of the time used p er cow 
ca m e during the w intering period of D ecember 
throug h Ap r il. 
Th us beef cows compete very little with fi eld crops 
for labor. The value of the labor used for beef cows, there-
fore, should be compared to the value of the same labor 
used on some other enterprise during the wintering pe-
ri od. 
In pla nning far m labor use, other livestock enter-
p rises - such as hogs, chickens, and feeder cattle-often 
reg uire valuable time during the cropping season. This 
fact becomes guite important if the labor supply is short 
and , co nseguently, good management prac tices are 
slighted, resulting in reduced yields of either livestock or 
crops. For this reason, the low labor reguirement of beef 
cows dur ing the cropping season seems to be in their 
favo r when choosing livestock enterprises. 
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Winter pasture reduced labor required for feeding on 
some farms. 
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Fig. 4-Distribution by months and seasons of yearly 
labor requirement per cow as reported by cooperators 
over a two-year period. 
Variation In Labor Use Among Cooperators • 
.Ave rages tend to conceal some of the more impor-
tan t asp ects of a st udy of t hi s type. The l abo r require-
me nt p e r cow, as reported by th e te n he rds requiri ng 
the g reatest amount of time and the ten herds req uiring 
the least amount of time, is shown in Figure 5, to illus-
trate the range. 
Even the ten hig hest h erds are low in labor require-
ment per cow, when compared to so me of the prev ious 
standards of 20 to 40 hours u sed in farm p lanning work. 
T he range is fa irl y w ide, however, indi ca ting a need for 
closer inves ti ga ti on o f the labor requirement by herd man-
age rs. 
If labo r is val ued at $1.25 per hour, the cost per cow 
ranged fr om $2 .99 to $17.85. H oweve r, it would no r be 
rig ht ro conclude, w ithout further ana lys is of the produc-
Hours loba r 
per cow 
per year 
15 .00 
14 .00 
13.00 
12. 00 
11 . 00 
10 . 00 
9.00 
B.OO 
7.00 
6.00 
5 .00 
4.00 
3. 00 
2.00 
1. 00 
Ten he rds w ith lowes t 
labor requiremen ts per 
cow (average herd size = 
58 cows) 
Ten he rds w ith hi ghes t 
lobor requi rements pe r 
cow (ave rage he rd size = 
37 cows) 
Average for a ll he rds 
(Ave rage he rd size = 47 cows) 
6. 22 hours per cow 
o L-__________ ~~~ ______ ~~L_ ______ __ 
Fig. 5-A comparison of the average annual labor re-
quirement per cow for the 10 cow owners in the high-
est group and those in the lowest. 
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tion in pounds of gain, that the return to labor per dol-
lar spent would be greater fo r the herds hav ing a low 
labor requirement th an those w ith a high requirem ent. 
Thi s fact w ill be co nsidered in the section on " Labor 
Cos t and Returns." 
R easons for Variation in Labor Use 
One Rougbage or Two 
Several cooperators fed both hay and silage to their 
cows. T he use of bo th had a s ig nifi ca n t effec t o n t he 
feeding tim e. Figure 6 shows that an extra hour o f labor 
per cow was required when both hay and silage were fed. 
Thi s amounts to about 23 percent mo re labo r per cow 
during the w inter ing period and 17 percent more fo r the 
yea r. 
Hours labor 
per cow 
per year 
4.00 -
3. 00 
2.00 
1. 00 
3 . 45 
O ~ ______ ~~L-____ -L~L-________ _ 
Hay + 
Silage 
Hay 
On ly 
Fig. 6-Labor requirements per cow to feed roughages 
for cooperators who fed both hay and silage compared 
to those who fed hay only as reported over a two-
year period. 
Considering on ly the labor aspect of roug hage feed-
ing, effi ciency in use of time drops when more than o ne 
type of roug hage is fed. However, on so me fa rm s, the 
use of more than one kind of roughage m ay be desi.rable 
fo r p roper nutri tion and economy of feeding, eve n though 
extra labor is needed. Closely related to type of roug hage 
is the nu mber of days ro ug hage feeding is req ui red , as 
shown in the following secti on. 
Days Necessary to Feed Roughage 
Feed ing ro ug hages reguired about 44 percent of the 
tim e needed to take care of a cow. For this reason, t he 
n um ber of days silage and hay were fed was related di -
recd y to the total time necessary per cow. 
D ata prov ided by the 1964 panel cooperators indi -
cated thar either hay or silage was fed an average of llS 
days. Ba led h ay left in th e field and self- fed was nOt 
counted. The range was from 196 to zero days. T his left 
247 days fo r the cows to obtain their ro ughage fro m 
either pasture, baled hay left in th e fi eld, or cro p res i-
dues. 
T he relati onship betwee n total labor reg uired pe r 
cow and th e number of days hay or silage was fed was 
computed statisticaJJy and plotted in Fig ure 7. T his g raph 
illustra tes how the time per cow increased or decreased 
with th e number of days of feed ing hay and / or silage. 
The s ig n ificance of the relatio nship li es in the ex tent o f 
the change. T he cu rve shows that as the number of days 
of hay and silage feeding increased from 125 to 150 the 
ti me per cow increased app roximately 0. 5 hours. A drop 
fro m 125 days to 100 days is related to a decrease o f 
about 0.5 hours. 
Hours lobor 
per cow 
per year 
7.00 
6 .00 
5. 00 
4 .00 
3.00 
2.00 
OL-____ -L ______ ~ ____ ~ ______ ~ ____ ~ ____ ~ 
25 50 75 100 125 150 
Numbe r of doys hay or sil oge was fed 
Fig. 7-Relationship between the number of days per 
year hay or silage is fed and the yearly labor require-
ment per cow. 
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Wetys to Cut D own Roughage Feecbng '11me: A cjues tion-
naire was sent to several cooperato rs who had a low labor 
reg ui rem e n t per cow . T ypi cal co mm ents on h ow they 
saved roug hage- feedi ng labo r are : 
(1) " I ru n m y cows on fescue pasture a lo t in the 
w inter so I do not have to feed very m uch hay ." 
(2) " .. . plenty of pas ture and use of stal k field s." 
(3 ) " . .. self-harves ting during the w intet of govern -
ment progra m reserve ac res. " 
(4) " ... use of s talk field s a nd fo rage o therwise 
wasted." 
(5) "I use round bales fed in the fie ld ." 
(6) "I m aintained year-ro und pasture and fed hay 
on g rass to save labor. " 
(7)" by use of se lf-feeding bunker sil os." 
As ide fro m o ther bene fit s ga ined by making ma xi-
mum use of crop res idues and winter pastu re, a sig ni fi -
cant saving of labor resul ts from the dec rease in the num-
ber of days of feedi ng hay and sil age. 
Herd Size 
In ag ri culture, as well as in ma ny o ther businesses, 
rhe term " econo my of sC:1 le" ofte n is used. T hi s simply 
means th at an increase in the size of an enterprise often 
res ul ts in more e ffi cient use o f reso urces. Does this prill -
ciple hold true in the use of labor to care for a beef cow 
herd ? 
Labor data collected in 1963 and 1964 do indicate an 
"econo m y of scale" regarding ho urs o f labor per cow. 
T hi s relatio nsh ip was computed stati stica ll y; results are 
show n in F igure S. T he cu rve sh ows the res ults w hen 
o nly herd size and to tal hours are consid ered, with no 
allowance fo r o ther factors th at might affec t tbe to tal 
reguirement. 
N o te there was a m arked d rop in ho urs o f labor 
per cow as the size of the h erd in creased up to about 60 
cows. From 60 to 120 cows, the reduction was at a m uch 
slower ra te. Based on the m ethods of handling beef cow 
herds in thi s s tudy, little add itio nal effi ciency in labor 
use wo uld be gained by in creasing the n umber beyond 
120. 
Several cooperators had labor requirements of onl y 
two to th ree h ours per cow. This indica tes that labor 
reguirements can be lower still under certain conditions. 
But, if this reduction in the use of labo r. is o btained by 
omitting essential m anagem ent practices, pro fit s fro m 
the herd m ay be seriollsly reduced. 
Age of Cooperator and Number of Replacement Heifers 
T w o other fact ors, the age of the coop erator and 
the number of replacement heifers running with the cow 
herd, were investigated to determine their effect on yearly 
......... 
Round bales provided a way to harvest surplus pas-
ture and save labor in winter feeding by storing it 
right in the pasture. 
Hours lobor 
per cow 
per yoor 
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 QP 90 100 110 120 
Herd size 
Fig . 8-Relationship between herd size and yearly 
labor requirement per cow. 
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To make a small herd pay, costs must be kept very 
low. Permanent pastures and wooded areas for shade 
and winter shelter predom inated on the beef cow farms. 
labor rccluiremenr per cow. Neither of these factors was 
s tatisti ca lly signi fica nt in exp laining the vari at io n. 
Other Rtctors Affecting Lctbor Requirements Per Cow 
T he variation amo ng cooperators in time required 
per year to care for a beef cow is not easil y expla in ed. 
T he fa cto rs above had a bearing and, in an effo rt to ex-
plain the vari at ion further, several questions were asked 
of cooperators. An analysis of the answers of t he 10 high 
and 10 low labor herd owners points out some additiona l 
factors w hi ch help to explain the labo r variations. 
Feeding and Weltering Facilities. AutO matic wa terers 
in winter and adequate water supply during the summer 
red uced the labor requirements per cow, in the opinion 
of some cooperators. 
Several indicated a more centralized feeding area 
either aided in keeping their labor requirement down o r 
would have hel ped to keep it from being so high. 
Self-feeding bunker silos were a labor saving device 
that lowered the time necessary to feed roughages for 
some cooperators . 
Manclgemertt Practices and the Physical Setup. Easier 
checking o n cows, hauli ng feed to cows, and moving 
cows to new pastures- due to a well-planned arrangement 
of fe nces, corrals, field lanes, and pastures-aided several 
cooperators in redu cing the time requirement. 
Several cooperators indicated that their labor require-
ment was hig h due to renting pasture away ftom the 
home farm or having more than one farm . This required 
add itiona l time in checking and worki ng with the cow 
herd. 
Some of the cooperators who had low labor reguire-
ments indicated they felt they should spend more time 
checking their cows at calving, practicing fly and lice 
control, and obtaining production and breeding records 
on their cows. The cooperators whose labor requirements 
were high apparently felt th at they spent an adeguate 
amount of time on these jobs. 
Value of Labor. Apparently, tb e valu e placed on 
labor by the cooperators was related to the tim e they 
were willing to spend with their cow herds. The coop-
erators who spent the least amount of time per cow 
valued their time at an average of $l.66 per hour. Those 
in the high labor requirement group placed a value of 
onl y $1.14 per hour on their time. 
Beef Cow Labor Costs and Returns 
No . of 
Coope rators 
This sec ti on is devoted to an analysis of labor costs 35 
and returns in terms of production per cow. The infor-
mation was drawn from the 1964 records of 85 beef 
panel cooperators. 
The pounds o f produ ction per cow was computed 
by summing: (1) the weight of ca lves produced, (2) the 
ga in in we ight on replacement heifers , (3) the actual 
weight of cull cows sold, and (4) the change in opening 
and closing inventories with the inventory weights per 
cow held constant. Computations of these items are 
illu strated for the hypothetical twenty-cow herd of Joe 
Doakes as follows: 
Cooperator: Joe Doakes Pounds 
Total weight of calves weaned .............. .. . 5,000 
Lbs. of calves unweaned on Jan. 1, 1964 .. 2,000 
Lbs. of calves unweaned on Dec. 31, 1964 .. 3,000 
+ 1,000 
NET PRODCCTION FROM CALVES . . . . .. . . 6,000 
*Prod ucti.on fro m hei fers and cows . .......... 2,400 
Decrease in cow inventory . . . ..... ... . 1,000 
NET PRODUCTION FROM 
HEIFERS AND COWS . . .. . .. . .. .. . . ...... 1,400 
TOT AL PRODUCTION FROM 
THE CO W HERD. . . .... . ... .. . .. . 7,400 
**Number of cows 
Average calf production =6,000+20=300 
Average cow and heifer production=1,400+20= 70 
TOTAL PRODUCTION PER COW .. . ........ 370 
*Represents gain on replacement heifers and the actual weight of cu ll cows sold . 
**Represents the highest number of cows on hand during any of the months 
from January r1)rough May. 
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Fig. 9-Range in pounds of production per cow by 85 
beef panel cooperators during 1964. 
Figure 9 divides the 85 panel members who pro-
vided records on pounds of production into four groups. 
As the graph indicates, 18 cooperators realized produc-
tion of more than 500 pounds per cow, with an average 
of 562 pounds for this group. The other bars are read in 
a like manner. Average total production of all cooper-
1 hour 
labor 
61 Ibs. Ibeefl 
100 Ibs. 
B 
or 
421 Ibs. 
Ibeef I 
Fig. 10-Records of 85 cooperators show these costs 
and returns based on $1.25 per hour for labor, 6 .87 
hours per cow, and 421 pounds of beef produced . 
ators was 421 pounds per cow, 395 pounds of which re-
presented calf p roduction and 26 pound s the production 
fro m heifers and cows. 
Labor U se and R eturn 
T he 85 cooperators who sent in weig ht records had 
slightly hig her labor requirements per cow (6.86 hours) 
than di d t he entire panel. F ig ure 10 is based on this 
amoun t of labor. For each ho ur, 61 pounds of beef were 
produced. As shown by the center portio n, w ith labor at 
$1.25 per h our, the cost was ,$2. 05 per 100 po und s, or 
approximtely $0.02 per pound . On a per-cow basis, this 
is a total cost of $8.58. 
Assuming that the 395 pounds of calf p roduction 
per cow sell s for $0.22 per pound and the 26 pounds of 
cow and heifer p roduction at $0.14 per pound, a gross re-
turn of $90.54 would be rea lized per cow. On this basis, 
the labor cost was approximately 10 percent of the gross 
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Fig . 11-The yield and the hours of labor used by 10 
cooperators with highest production per cow and the 
10 producing the least amount per cow. 
income. Si nce thi s does not include a charge for man-
agement, any such expense wou ld be in additi on to the 
$1. 25 per hour charged for labor. The labor cOSt for the 
10 lowes t and the 10 highes t herds varied fro m $2.99 to 
,$17.85 per cow. Wi th onl y these fac ts, the mo re efficient 
operators can not be determined. 
Figure 10 shows that the cow owners who kep t re-
cords produced 61 pounds of beef per ho ur of labor. T he 
range was fro m 220 pounds dow n to 23 po unds. This 
range docs not reveal much within itself. The quanti ty 
of resources used and the yield must be co nsidered 
together. 
Ad equate Labor for High Production 
. Because there are so many variables other than labor 
involved in the production from a cow herd , an analysis 
of the relation between pounds of production and labor 
used does not give a clear-cut rel at ionship. However, the 
time spent by cooperators with the greatest total produc-
tio n per cow should indi cate th e labor n ecessary for a 
hig h level of production in most cases. 
Figure 11 shows the average yield and tim e require-
me nt of th e ten cooperators with hig h est production, 
and the average yield and time requirement of those pro-
ducing the least ,amount. T houg h the ten top producers 
used 73 percent more labor, their yield in pounds of pro-
duction per hour was 77 pounds, compared to 62 pounds 
fo r the low producers. 
Labor requirements were kept low on many farms by 
keeping the cow herd on pasture the greater part of 
the year. 
From a statistical standpoint, a definite statement 
that an increase in labor per cow of a g iven number of 
minutes will result in an increase in a given quantity of 
beef per cow cannot be verified. This is not feasible be-
cause the quality and timeliness of the labor resource 
can not be held constant. Furthermore, no two farms are 
alike with respect to resources available and to their most 
profitable use. However, a valid assumption can be made 
that the top producer and top manager, as measured by 
total production, is using a somewhat greater amount of 
labor tban the average producer and considerably more 
than the low producer. 
As discussed previously, a farm resource should be 
Summary and Conclusions 
The Farm Business Research Panel was initiated by 
the College of Agriculture to obtain up-to-date data on 
major types of farming in the state. Beef cow systems of 
operation were selected for the pilot study. 
Pre-selected farms, representing particular types of 
beef cow operations, participated. Farm operators have 
provided complete records since January 1, 1963. Records 
are continuing tbrough 1965 and a complete analysis of 
the resource use and returns will be made at the termina-
tion of the study. 
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used on an enterprise until more can be gained by using 
it elsewhere. It appears that the use of additional labor 
per cow would have been a good investment for many 
of the cooperators; how good an investment cannot be 
determined accurately . 
The point of greatest efficiency of resource use is 
impossible to establish scientificall y; it is different on 
every farm; it is always changing on an individual farm; 
and it often is not recognizable when obtained. However, 
every producer should be aware of the existence of this 
point of greatest efficiency. The closer he comes to it the 
more profit he will realize. 
This report summarizes the major findings of the 
labor input used on the beef cow enterprises over a twO-
year period (1963-64). Emphasis has been placed on ob-
taining accurate, up-to-date data on the labor require-
ments. During 1964, returns in pounds of production 
from the labor used also were brought into the study. 
Some of the more important findings: 
(1) Range among cooperators in time 
spent per cow per year ........ 2.39 to 14.28 hours 
Labor requ,irements during the wintering period (when 
2/3 of the labor comes) were reduced on some farms 
through use of stalk fields and other crop residues. 
(2) Average time spent per cow per year, , , ,6,22 hours 
(3 ) Average ti me spent per cow per year 
by the ten cooperators producing 
the most beef per cow, , , .. ... , ....... 7.80 hours 
(4) Average time per cow for 
wintering period , . . ....... . .... . ...... .4.23 hours 
(5) Average time per cow for 
grazing period ..... , ......... , ........ 1.99 hours 
(6) Pounds of beef produced per 
hour of labor ....... , . ...... .. .. ....... ... 61 lbs. 
(7) Labor cost per 100 pounds 
beef produced .. , , . , ..... , , .. .. . . ..... .. ... $2.05 
(8) Labor cost per cow per year .... . . , .... ..... $8.58 
(9) Labor reguirements per cow were reduced signifi-
cantly as herd s,ize inC1:eased. 
(10) Labor reguirements were reduced by extensive use 
of crop residues and pastures. 
(11) Careful planning of facilities for handling lowered 
the labor used for the cow herd. 
The results of this labor study poine to some obser-
vations which should be kept in mind by farmers when 
deciding on the best use of their resources. The more 
important ones are: 
(1) The annual labor reguirement for beef cows is com-
paratively low. 
(2) Approximately 70 percent of the time necessary to 
care for beef cows comes during the December 
through April period. For this reason, beef cows are 
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supplementary to crop production with respect to 
labor use. 
(3) Maximum use of pasture, crop residues, and round 
bales that can be left in the field save labor connected 
with crop production and , also, labor necessary for 
the beef cow enterprise. 
(4) A wide variation of labor use, per cow, exists among 
beef cow owners. On some farms, the total amount 
L1sed could be lowered without reducing production. 
Orher cow owners could profit by utilizing more 
labor. An examination of factors thought to be re-
lated to variations in labor reguiremen ts, per cow, 
may help each operator arrive at a more efficient use 
of his labor supply. 
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Counties represented in the initial Beef Cow 
Research Panel. 
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LABOR: BEEF COW HERD (1) FBRP - 65 - 1 
Farm Cade _________ _ 
Cooperator ________ ___ _ County _____________ _ Month ___ _ 19 ____ _ 
Number of Average Hours For Manth (3) 
1. FEEDING & WATERING JOBS Days Done Minutes During Per Day Man Tractor Mon 
Month (2) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
.. .... , . ...... 
.. 01 FEEDING HAY ... ..... . . ... 
... . ... 
.. . .. , . 
... . .. 
... , .... ..... . .... 
02 FEEDING SILAGE ... .... ... ... .. . . " . ... . .. . .... 
... . . . . . . . . . . . 
'" 
.. ... .... 
. . . . . , . . 
03 FEEDING GRAIN, PROTEIN, MILL FEEDS, ETC; ... .... . .. (Inc lude time haul ing to 'se lf fe eders) . .... 
... . ... 
.. 
.. .. ... 
... 
... ... 04 WATER IN G . .. . 
... 
" .. . ... 
.. 
.. . .. ... . " 
.... .. . 
." . 
TRACTOR USE FOR JOBS ABOVE . " .. . . , . , , 05 .. ",. (Figure time from stort of job to finish of job) .. ... 
...... 
..... 
... .. 
06 TRUC K USE FOR JOB S ABOVE ... (Figure time from start of job to fini sh of job) 
07 TOTAL HOURS, FEEDING & WATERING .. 
.. 
t 
State Office Use 1 Only 
Number of Average Hours For Month (3) 
Times Done Minutes 
During Per Time Man Tractor Truck Month (2) 
2. OTHER JOBS 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
01 CHECK IN G, OBSERVING LI VESTOCK & CALVING TIME 
02 
03 
04 
05 
06 
07 
OB 
09 
10 
11 
12 
13 
DEHORN, CASTRATE, PES T & DISEASE CON TR OL & HERD 
TESTING 
SORTIN G , MOVING, WEIGHING, ETC. 
PREPARATION & OBTA ININ G OF FEED 
EQUIPMENT MOVING, REPAIR & UPKEEP 
BUILDING & FENCE REPAIR (Livestock on ly) 
(Do not enter time for new buildings or fences) 
BEDDING & MANURE HAULING 
BUYING AND SELLlNG(Do not inc lude truck driving time 
for haulin~ fat catt le to market) 
MISCELLANEOUS LABOR 
TRACTOR USE FOR ABOVE JOBS 
(Figure time from start of job to finish of job) 
TRUCK USE FOR ABOVE JOBS 
(Figure time from stort of job to finish of job) 
TOTAL HOURS, "OTHER JOBS" 
TOTAL HOURS, ALL JOBS 
... . 
. . . . . . , . . , . . 
. . . . . . , . . . . . . 
........... ...... 
... , ... ,......... . ....... , .. 
. , ....... . ,,, ..... . 
........... . ............ .... . 
.... ..... . .. . . 
....... " .... . 
.... . .. . 
.......... ".' 
......... , . 
. .. 
(1) Include time spen t caring for bulls, creep feeding ca lves, & time spent caring for replacement heifers & bulls if they are 
running with cow herd. 
(2) Add together the time of all workers on a job to get average minutes each day or time. 
(3) Leave blank columns 5,6, & 7 -- will be figured at sta te office. 
Beef cow labor form developed for the Beef Cow Panel. 

